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REMARKS 

The Office Action dated April 27> 2006 has been received and considered. 
Reconsideration of the outstanding rejections in the present application is respectfully requested 
based on the following remarks. 

AUowability of Oaims 1-12, 14-16 and 17-19 

The Applicant notes with appreciation the indication at page 4 of ttie Office Action that 
claims 1^-12 and 17-19 recite allowable subject matter. Applicant further notes wifli 
appreciation that the indication at page 4 of the Office Action that claims 14-16 recite allowable 
subject matter. Applicant has elected to forego amending claims 14-16 as suggested in light of 
the following remarks. 

Obviousness Rejection of Claims 13, 20 and 30 

At page 2 of the Office Action, claims 13, 20 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Kobayashi (U.S, Patent No. 6^92,987) in view of Hein (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,396,231). This rejection is hereby respectfully traversed. 

Claim 13 recites transmitting data to a first peripheral system over a first plurality of PCI 
Express port connectors and receiving data from the first peripheral system over a second 
plurality of PCI Express port connectors, wherein the second plurality is less than the first 
plurality. Tliese elements are not disclosed or suggested by either of the cited references, 
individually or in combination. As indicated by the Office Action at page 2, Kobayashi does not 
disclose or suggest receiving data fix)m the first peripheral system over a second plurality of PCI 
Express port connectors, wherein the second plurality is less than the first plurality. The Office 
Action states that Hein discloses 'Svherein the second plurality is less than the first plurality" at 
col. 9, lines 40-46. The cited portion of Hein is set forth below: 

a second stage including a second phirality, less than said first pliirality, of 
mutually identical stride extender coupler modules, each of said stride extender 
coupler modules including input ports, at least some of which arc fixedly coupled 



* Paragr^ 3 (fouitb line) of tte Office Action indicates tbat "Claims U 20 and 30 are rejected" However, it is 
Applicant's understanding, based on Paragraph 3 (first line) and Paragraph 5 of tbe Office Action, as well as the 
^5ce Action Sunnnaiy, that the indicarkm of claim 1 as rejected is a typographical enon 
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to said output ports of said crossbar svvitches of said first stage, and also irtcluding 
output ports 

Hein, col. 9, lines 40-46. As indicated by tiie cited passage, Hein discloses using a second 
plurality of mutually identical stride extender coupler itiodules. Hein does not disclose or 
suggest a second plurality of PCI Express port connectors as recited in claim 13. in addition, fEie 
Hein states that the ^'first plurality'* of Hein refers to a first plurality of mutually identical 
crossbar switches, /c/., coL 9, lines 35-36 ("a first stage including a first plurality of mutually 
identical crossbar switches"). Thus, Hein discloses a first plurality of mutuedfy identical 
crossbar switches and second plurality of stride extender coupler modules^ with the second 
plurality smaller than the first Id., col. 9» lines 40-42 ("a second stage including a second 
plurality, less than said first plurality, of mutually identical stride extender coupler modules"). In 
contrast, claim 13 recites two pluralities of PCI Express port connectors^ with the second 
plurality smaller than the first Accordingly^ both Hein and Kobayashi, individually and in 
combination, fail to disclose or suggest each and every element of claim 13. 

With respect to claim 20, the claim recites a PCI Express port comprising a first plurality 
of data receive connectors to receive a first data when in a first mode of operation, and a second 
plurality of data transmit connectors dedicated to trax)smit a second data when in the first mode 
of operation, wherein the first plurality is greater than the second plurality. These elements are 
not disclosed or suggested by Kobayashi or Hein, eitlier individually or in combination. Neither 
Kobayashi nor Hein disclose or suggest a PCI Es^ress port having two pluralities of data 
transmit connectorSj with one plurality greater than the other. Accordingly, both Hein and 
Kobayashi, individually and in combination, fiul to disclose or suggest each and every element of 
claim 20. 

Regarding claim 30, Hie claim recites receiving data to a first peripheral system over a 
first plurality of PCI Express port connectors and transtnitting data from the first peripheral 
system over a second plurality of PCI E^cpress port connectors, ^ereui the second plurality is 
less than &e first plurality. As e:;plained above, neither Kobayashi nor Hein disclose or suggest 
two pluralities of PCI Express port coimectors, with one plurality smaller than the other. 
Accordingly, the cited references necessarily fail to disclose or suggest receiving data to a first 
peripheral system over a first plurality of PCI Express port connectors and transmitting data from 
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the first peripheral system over a second plurality of PCI Express port comiectors, udiereiii the 
second plmalit/ is less than tiie first plurality. Thus, both Hein and Kobayashi, individually and 
in combination, fail to disclose or suggest each and every element of claim 30. 

In view of the forgoing, it is respectfully submitted that the obviousness rejection of 
claims 13, 20, and 30 is improper. Withdrawal of this rejection and reconsideration of the claim 
therefore is respectfully requested. 

Obviousness Rejection of Claims 21-29 

At 3 of the Office Action, claims 21-29 arc rqjected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kobayashi in view of Hein as applied in claim 20 above, and further in view 
of common knowledge in the data processing art. This rejection is hereby respectfully traveised, 
Claims 21-29 depend from claim 20, Accordingly, Kobayashi and Hein, individually and in 
combination, fail to disclose or suggest each and every element of claims 21-29, at least by virtue 
of their dependency on claim 20. In addition, claims 21-29 recite additional novel elements. 

In view of the forgoing, it is respectfully submitted that the obviousness rejection of 
claims 13, 20, and 30 is improper. Withdrawal of this rejection and reconsideration of the claim 
therefore is respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

The Applicant respectfully submits that the present application is in condition for 
allowance, and an early indication of the same is courteously solicited. The Examiner is 
respectfully lequested to contact the undersigned by telephone at the below listed telephone 
number in order to e3q)edrte resolution of any issues and to expedite passage of the present 
application to issue, if any comments, questions, or suggestions arise in connection with the 
present application. 
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If the Commissioiier believes additional fees aie due, the Commissioner is hereby 
au&otized to charge any fees, which may be reqinred, or cxedit any overpayment, to Deposit 
Account Number 50-0441. 

Respectfully submitted, 



LARSON NEWMAN ABEL POLANSKY & WHITE, L.L.P. 
5914 West Courtyard Dr., Suite 200 
Austin, Texas 78730 
(512) 439-7100 (jphone) 
(512) 439-7199 (fex) 





Adam D. Sheehan; Reg. No. 42,146 



Date 



Page 5 of 5 



U.S.^Nb.: 10/757.882 



PAGE 7/7'IKVDAT 7/240006 5:03:19 PM [Eastern DayOghtrone}^ 



